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What the New MEAP
Says About Reading
by (Nancy) Suzanne Standerford

Part I:
What Does the New MEAP Say About Read.i ng
and Reading Instruction?
The Michigan Department of
Education has taken a bold step in the
area of reading. A new reading
assessment instrument, commonly
referred to as the MEAP, was
administered statewide in the fall of
1989. What does this step really mean
for reading educators? My fear is that
educators throughout the state will be
rushing to prepare children for this new
test without really understanding what
the test says about reading and how
one learns to read. Without a firm grasp
of what this test says about what
reading is and how one learns to read,
teachers and administrators will be at a
loss as to what its implications are for
what needs to happen in the
classrooms.
In this article, I will attempt to
clarify what the new MEAP says about
what counts as reading and how that
view is different from earlier views. In
addition, I will describe the changes in
reading curriculum and in reading
instructional practices that need to
occur for this view of reading, on which
the MEAP is based, to be implemented
in classrooms. I will structure these
sections around the roles of the learner,
the teacher, and the curriculum. I will
then address some likely directions for

the future. Finally, I will address the
role of the building principal and how
he/ she can enable and support classroom teachers as they move their
reading instruction in the direction
suggested by the new MEAP. I will
structure this final section of my article
around the issues relating to individual
teachers, the nature of teaching as a
practice, the institutional, organizational, and/ or cultural aspects of
change, and some broader political
issues. This article is intended to give
administrators some initial understanding of the issues they face in
relation to the new MEAP. It is my
hope that it will but "whet the
appetitie." I hope each administrator
will be challenged to pursue a deeper
understanding of what reading and
reading instruction really entail.
What Counts As Reading?
What Does That Mean for
Reading Instruction?
PAST
Past views of reading suggested
that one needed only to decode the
printed words and understand each
word's meaning to understand the text.
The meaning was all in the text and the
reader only needed to receive it. The

17

role of students in learning to read was
to memorize both the skills needed to
decode words and the meanings of new
words. The decoding skills were usually
either memorizing the words by sight,
memorizing phonics rules to sound out
new words, or some combination of
memorizing sight words and phonics
rules. Since it was believed that if
students could read the words well,
they would naturally understand the
meaning of the text, little attention was
given to comprehension instruction.
Durin (1978-79) found that the student's
role most often consisted of listening or
doing written work. The written work
was usually workbook or worksheet
assignments, which required giving
short answers or selecting a correct
response from those listed. Thus, this
view of learning to read suggested that
the learner needed to memorize facts
and skills for the purpose of supplying
correct answers to questions on written
assignments. The rules and facts were
seldom organized into categories, nor
was much attention paid to when or
how to use them (Duffy & Roehler,
1986). It was assumed that the learner
only needed to "know" the skills to be a
good reader. A good reader was one
who could succeed on exercises and
tests covering these isolated skills.
The role of the teacher in this past
view of learning to read was one of
presenting skills and assigning work for
the student to practice those skills. As
suggested in the last paragraph, these
skills mainly consisted of ways to figure
out the words and the meanings of the
individual words (Durkin, 1978-79). The
teacher relied on the basal reading
manual to delineate which skills to
teach and in which order to teach them
(Pearson, 1984; Barr, 1987). The teacher
was responsible to check students'
comprehension by asking questions that

had definite answers and by giving
feedback as to the correctness of the
students' answers (Durkin, 1978-79;
Paris & Wixson, 1987). The teacher's
role did not include helping the
students understand why answers were
incorrect. In this view of reading, if one
understood the individual words and
could read them, then one could
understand the meaning of the text and
could answer questions about it.
Therefore, the teacher's role was to
present decoding skills and vocabulary
meanings, provide practice with them,
and check for comprehension by asking
questions which required correct
answers.
Paradoxically, the teacher was
simultaneously caught in a more
passive role because the role of the
curriculum was to inform teachers what
skills to teach and in what order. In
most instances, the curriculum
consisted of a basal reading series
(Pearson, 1984; Barr, 1987). The
necessary skills and the sequence of
those skills were listed for the teacher
by the basal manuals. The teacher only
needed to group the children by ability
using basal placement tests or reports
from former teachers. Then the basal
series provided the plans to follow for
each group. The teacher was basically a
technician, delivering the information
prescribed in the manual and checking
for mastery of it. The standardized tests
which most schools administered
focused on the skills that the manuals
suggested (Valencia & Pearson, 1987).
This view of reading and learning to
read dominated our classrooms for
much of this century.
PRESENT
Many scholars agree that reading
research has grown significantly in the
last ten to fifteen years (Pearson, 1984;

Paris & Wixon, 1987; Pearson, Dole,
Duffy, & Roehler, 1989). This growth in
reading research has led to the different
view of what reading really is and how
one learns to read. This revised view
suggests that the role of the reader is
different than once believed and that
the roles of the learner, the teacher, and
the curriculum also need to be different
than once believed in order to develop
capable readers.
The new MEAP also suggests a
significantly different view of what
reading is and of how one learns to read
than the view described in the previous
section. The new MEAP is built upon
the definition of reading adopted by the
Michigan Reading Association and the
Michigan Department of Education:
Reading is the process of
contructing meaning through
the dynamic interaction
among the reader, the text,
and the context of the
reading situation (Michigan
Reading Association, 1984).
This definition implies that the reader is
actively constructing meaning by
interacting with the text for specific
purposes. To construct meaning the
reader must be able to decode the
unfamiliar words, as in the former view
of reading, but the decoding of words
and the comprehension of text need to
be taught interactively (Garner, 1988).
In other words, often the words can be
decoded by using what one knows
about the topic and the context in which
the word is used, so emphasis in
decoding is not on memorizing words
or phonics skills. In addition, decoding
individual words is no longer the
primary focus of the reader. The
reader's role is to construct meanings
from the text. In order to do this, the
reader needs to consider what he/she
already know about the topic, or content

of the text. For instance, if the text is
about camels, the reader needs to think
about what he/she knows about camels
before reading the text. This prior
knowledge about the topic will influence the meanings the reader is able
to construct. If the reader has no idea
what a camel looks like or even that it is
an animal, an article about why camels
can survive for long periods without
water will make little sense to the
reader. The reader must also use what
he/she knows about how text is
structured or organized to construct the
meaning. In order to do this the reader
needs to understand the differences in
the structures of narrative text (stories)
and expository or informational text.
Knowing how a text is structured aids
the reader in finding the important
parts of the text. For example, if the
reader is aware that all stories have a
setting, some characters, a problem or
goal for these characters, events which
build toward reaching the goal or
solving the problem, and some type of
solution, the reader is then able to
organize and follow the story as he/ she
reads. The reader must also understand
the purpose for reading the text. One
would not read an article on the causes
of the Vietnam War in the same way
one would read a Hardy Boys mystery.
Part of the reader's role includes setting
or understanding the purpose for the
reading and adjusting one's approach to
fit the purpose. In the new view of
reading, the reader is a more active
participant who takes control of his/her
reading by using his/her prior knowledge of the topic, knowledge of text,
knowledge of reading strategies, and
the purpose for reading to construct
appropriate meanings suggested by the
text.
The teacher's role must likewise
change when one views reading in this
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new light. The teacher is no longer
following a prescription from a basal
manual. Instead, the teacher is actively
engaged with the students in real
reading tasks and is constantly monitoring how the students are making
sense of the text. The teacher will need
to have a clear understanding of what
constitutes a "good reader" and what
learning outcomes are needed to move
students in this direction. This new
view sees a "good reader" as one who is
able to control and adapt his/her
reading behaviors to fit the needs of
each reading situation and text in order
to construct meanings. Specifically,
teachers will need to have students
involved in authentic reading tasks
(Brown, Collins, & Duguid, 1989).
Authentic reading tasks would be ones
that involve reading children's
literature, magazines, textbooks, and
other types of real-life texts for specific
purposes. Purposes need to be
meaningful to the students, more than
just supplying correct answers on
worksheets.
As the teacher approaches these
authentic reading tasks with the
students, he/she might organize his/
her thinking and planning around the
categories of before, during, and after
reading. Before reading the teacher will
need to help students see that their own
background or prior knowledge is
worthwhile and should be consciously
considered before reading. For example,
if students were going to read an article
on the history of Michigan, the teacher
would need to provide guidance for
students to locate and organize the
information that they already possess
about Michigan's history. Organizing
one's knowledge into schema assists the
learner in understanding how the
information to be learned will fit in
with what one already knows. Schema

refers to the way the human mind
organizes and stores isolated
information for future use (Pearson,
1984). Second, the teacher would need
to help students set purposes for
reading the text. What are they trying to
find out? Why are they reading this
text? Next, the teacher would give
students assistance in understanding
how the text is organized. When
reading for information, understanding
the text structure is especially
important. If a history text is organized
sequentially, one would read to understand the chronological sequence of
events. However, if the text were organized in a ca use/ effect format, the
reader would need to understand how
one event influenced the occurrence of
another event (Piccolo, 1986). The
reader will understand the text better if
he/she understands the way in which it
is structured.
During reading the teacher needs
to help students understand which
strategies might help them to
understand the text better. Strategies
differ from skills (Pearson, Dole, Duffy,
& Roehler, 1989; Duffy & Roehler, 1989).
A skill is usually memorized and
practiced on isolated practice exercises
with little understanding of why or
when to use it. In contrast, a strategy is
flexible and is adapted to specific tasks
and texts consciously as the reader sees
a need for them. This focus on strategies
rather than on skills means that the
teacher must concentrate on three types
of knowing when he/ she teaches a
strategy. The student needs to
understand what the strategy is,
declarative knowledge; when and why
one might use the strategy, conditional
knowledge; and how to use the
strategy, procedural know ledge
(Pearson, et. al., 1989). Thus, a teacher is
helping the student learn not only the
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content of the text, but the process by
which one constructs meaning from the
text (Duffy & Roehler, 1989). This type
of teaching helps the student gain
metacognitive control over the reading
process (Pearson, 1984). Metacognitive
control means that the student
understands what he/she is doing, why
he/ she is doing it, how he/ she should
go about doing it, and is able to apply
that knowledge to monitor his/her
progress during reading. The teacher
can teach these types of knowledge by
modeling the cognitive processes
through which he/ she constructs the
meaning of the text; this cognitive
modeling is often referred to as "thinkalouds" or "making thinking public"
because the teacher shares the secrets of
his/her own thinking as a reader (Duffy
& Roehler, Feb., 1989). The teacher
needs to assume the role of an active
listener during reading instruction.
He/She will listen to the thoughts and
ideas of the students and use what
he/ she hears to decide what type of
help the students need to continue
growing in their reading abilities. This
information cannot be found in a basal
manual which offers generic prescriptions for lessons. It can only be
gained from close observation of the
students as they are engaged in the act
of reading.
After reading the teacher needs to
assess what the students have gained
from the reading experience and what
weaknesses should be addressed in the
next reading experience. This type of
assessment involves more than a single
test score or short responses on written
assignments. Whatever types of assessment are used, they must be based on
more than a single test score and they
must be tied to authentic reading tasks
(Balencia, McGinley, and Pearson, in
press).
Before, during, and after reading

the teacher must be helping students
develop positive attitudes toward
reading and toward themselves as
readers. This can occur as the students
see themselves in control of their
reading, as teachers communicate their
expectance that students will learn, and
as teachers model reading and learning
as rewarding and statisfying (Duffy &
Roehler, 1989).
The new view of reading also
bodes a new role for the curriculum.
The curriculum will no longer control
the teacher by offering a generic
prescription to be closely followed. The
curriculum will act as a guide by giving
teachers a clear understanding of what
outcomes are needed to develop skillful, strategic readers. It will suggest
authentic materials to use with
students. The curriculum will contain
those strategies that good readers use,
but teachers will decide when those
strategies are useful and how to teach
them to the students.
The key to effective
instructional actions is not
a technician following prescriptions, but a teacher who
metacognitively controls the
process of creating and
modifying patterns of
instructional actions (Duffy
& Roehler, Feb., 1989, p.39).
FUTURE

Charles Dickens began his novel A
Tale of Two Cities "It was the best of

times, it was the worst of times, it was the
age of wisdom, it was the age of
foolishness ... " These are my feelings
about the future of reading instruction
in Michigan. I hold much hope that
learning to read will become a more
enjoyable and successful undertaking
with this new view of reading. Pearson
(1984) suggests some possibilities for
the future. Research is constantly
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helping us to better understand the
nature
of learning.
As
our
understanding of human learning
grows, we will be in a better position to
identify what makes text easier to
comprehend. We will likely grow in our
understanding and use of the
relationship between reading and
writing. We may come to better
understand the relationship between
comprehension and word identification.
We may give more attention to the
varied purposes for reading and
writing. More complete information on
these topics will enable teachers to
improve their instruction even more.
However, teachers will need time,
help, support, and resources to change
their practice and their beliefs. This
cannot happen quickly, nor painlessly.
Public trust and support for teachers

must be gained for such changes to
occur. Our country is caught in the
throes of a "back to basics" movement.
Proponents of such a move would have
us rely on standardized tests of isolated
skills to measure success. Those with
this view often see school as a place for
children to work, rather than a place of
learning (Marshall, 1988). They believe
that children will only learn by
completing prescribed workbooks and
assignments. They hold a view of
learning to read which is more in line
with the view of the past . Educators
must be knowledgeable and strong in
their beliefs to resist this movement, to
avoid the "worst of times." How can
building principals help teachers foster
"the best of times"? Let us now turn our
attention to the role of the principal.

Part II
The Role of the Building Principal
It is not the teachers, or
the central office people, or
the university people who
are really causing schools to
be the way they are or
changing the way they might
be. It is whoever lives in the
principal 's office (Barth,
1976).
Roland Barth states that the principal is
the most significant influence in
changing a school. Administrator
support is cited frequently as a critical
element in school change (Pearson,
1984; Marsh & McLaughlin, 1979;
Czajkowski & Patterson, 1980). In this
section of my article, I will provide a
framework for administrators to
consider as they face the challenge of
implementing a new view of reading
and reading instruction in their schools.

My frarnewor k will be built around
issues relating to the broader context of
societal expectations and politics, the
organizational issues, the nature of
teaching reading as a practice, and the
individual teacher.
Political and Societal Expectations
Larry Cuban (1984) suggests that
curriculum decisions are political, not
technical. The new MEAP would fit
that description. It is a mandated
change corning from the Michigan
Department of Education. This
redefinition of reading was influenced
by changes in society and the
workplace. Harold Hodgkinson (1988)
coined the phrase "We can no longer
afford to pick winners, we must create
winners." This phrase is based on
changes in the population such as an

increasing number of minorities
coupled with a decrese in traditional
white, middle-class homes, an increase
in the aged, and an increase in the
numbers of poor children in our
schools. David Martin (1988) also wrote
of these population shifts. Hodgkinson
tied these population trends to
Michigan's schools and workforce in a
document titled Michigan: The State
and Its Educational System. In this
document Hodgkinson relates the need
for schools to decrease drop-out rates,
make sure that every student is
working at grade level, and gear
educational pursuits toward the types
of jobs which will be available when the
students enter the workforce. These
articles on the demographic changes
facing our country are frequently used
as an introduction in workshops to
familiarize teachers with Michigan's
New
Definition
of
Reading.
Demographic changes are used to
support the call for change in teaching
practice in the area of developing
literacy. This trend to tie school changes
to social changes is well-established
historically (Kliebard, 1979).
The problem with such an agenda
is that different factions in society have
different views of how we "create
winners." The current group who
communicates to the public most loudly
seems to believe that the best way to
improve instruction is to tighten the
controls on teachers and to ask for
greater accountability in the form of
high standardized test scores. Current
trends attempt to force teachers toward
a more technical role (Zumwalt, 1988)
of following prescribed models for
behavior (Weil, 1985) and meeting
expections for coverage of material and
for high test scores (Duffy, 1982;
Zumwalt, 1988). Such practices would
fit well with the past view of reading.
However, such a focus on prescribed

behaviors for teachers and testable
skills for students is insufficient for the
new view of reading. It does not allow
for decision-making by teachers nor
promote understanding and selfregulation in the reader (Duffy &
Roehler, Feb., 1989). The principal must
be aware of these societal trends and
must help school boards and community people develop accurate
understandings of what constitutes a
good reader. In addition, the principal
must encourage community trust in the
teachers as they work to change their
practice in reading instruction. Without
this trust from the community, the
teachers will feel pressures against
making necessary changes in practice.
Organizational and Cultural Aspects
of the School
The principal is in the position to
aid teachers in changing their reading
instruction through his/her control and
influence of both organizational and
cultural aspects of the school. Often
curriculum
changes
are
not
accompanied by changes in the
organization of schools which would
make the instructional changes successful (Zumwalt, 1988). First, the
purpose or goal of the curriculum
change is often nebulous or difficult to
understand. If teachers do not
understand how the change would look
in their classrooms or what the overall
goals of the change are, then they will
be unable to change their practice
(Duffy, 1982). The principal is in the
position to be sure that curriculum
change is specific and expectations for
student outcomes are clear. For
example, the new view of reading
stresses using authentic reading
materials and tasks for reading instruction. A principal can help teachers
understand the difference between this
expectation and the past view which

often allowed reliance on workbook
exercises. Second, the principal is in the
position to allocate resources such as
time, materials, inservice education
opportunities, and support. Teachers
need time to learn about the new view
of reading, time to try the ideas and to
reflect on them alone and with other
teachers, and additional time for
planning new units and lessons.
Change cannot happen when teachers
have no time away from their daily
classroom demands (Duffy, 1982).
Principals will need to be creative in
finding ways to provide time for their
teachers. This can be done by
scheduling special subjects in blocks of
time to provide mutual planning time
for teachers. It can occur through
creative use of support personnel to
provide released time for teachers. It
can even occur by having the principal
teach some classes while teachers meet
together. Likewise, this new view of
reading will be difficult to implement if
teachers are left with only basal readers
and workbooks to use in their classrooms. The principal can give teachers
more control over their supply money
so that they can order the kinds of
materials needed to make the changes.
Principals usually have control over
funds for professional development in
their buildings. These funds can be
made available to teachers who wish to
learn more about the new view of
reading and what it means for teaching
practice. Principals could also provide
building programs which would help
teachers better understand the new
view of reading. However, teachers
should have a large share in the
decision as to what type of programs
would be most helpful, and the
principal must show support by
learning with the teachers (Rodriguez
and Johnstone, 1986). As teachers gain
new knowledge and ideas, the principal

can then begin to encourage them to
share ideas by the sharing of handouts
from workshops, by the presenting of
ideas at staff meetings, and by putting
teachers with similar interests in touch
with each other. Last under resources,
the principal needs to provide support
for teachers as they attempt to make
changes. As stated earlier, the
principal's support has been found to be
critical in making school changes. In
addition, people-based support needs
to be provided to teachers in the form of
knowledgeable support persons to
work directly with teachers in their
classrooms as they try to sort out the
new ideas and how the ideas fit into
their practice (Pearson, 1984; Pullan &
Pomfret, 1977). Building reading
specialists could be a source of support
for classroom teachers if principals
encourage them to redefine their job
responsibilities to include working with
teachers as well as with sutdents.
Organizational changes must accompany curriculum changes if real change
is to occur. The principal is in the best
position to begin making those changes.
Each school building has a unique
culture, which must also be considered
as teachers are attempting to change
instructional practices. The principal
can influence the success of new ideas
by encouraging staff input on decisions
regarding new ideas and staff involvement during planning for these
ideas (Pearson, 1984). Teachers typically
have little voice in decisions that affect
their everyday work (Sarason, 1971).
This lack of input in decisions does not
foster enthusiasm as one approaches
change. To encourage input, the norms
of behavior, the accepted ways of
behaving, in the school must be
considered. Little (1982) found that
schools with norms of collegiality and
experimentation were more successful
in fostering school change. Many
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schools have teachers who are bounded
by the classroom walls (Griffin, 1986)
and who operate under norms of selfsufficiency, privacy, and noninterference (Van Note-Chism, 1985).
Teachers often feel that experimenting
with new ideas is risky because
administrators seem more concerned
that teachers keep order (Cusick, 1983).
What does all of this say to the principal
regarding the school culture? It says
that teachers must be encouraged to
voice their ideas and concerns to the
principal and to each other. It says that
some mechanisms must be developed
by which teachers feel willing to share
their thoughts and ideas and interests in
doing so. I will address this again when
I focus on the individual teacher, but
the principal must foster a culture
which values trying new ideas,
reflecting on practice together, and
communicating openly. A way to begin
would be for the principal to take an
active stance and to seek out teachers'
ideas by asking their thoughts during
one-on-one conversations. The principal
might share an interesting journal
article by putting copies in a few
mailboxes and then follow-up a few
days later by asking each teacher's
opinion on the article. The principal
must be open in stating that changing
practice is often a rocky road, but that
improving reading instruction for all
children, not just keeping order, is the
main goal in the building. The principal
will not be able to change the school
culture single-handedly, but he/ she is
in the best position to begin moving it
toward norms of collegiality and
experimentation.

(Jackson, 1986; Lortie, 1975; Cohen,
1988). The new view of reading will
increase the uncertainties that teachers
face in reading instruction. Comprehension instruction is dynamic, everchanging; it cannot be generically
prescribed (Pearson, 1984). Teachers
must be able to plan ahead, but be
ready to change instruction as they see
needs arise in the learners' responses
and thinking. Prescriptions would
reduce the alternatives open to teachers,
much as the past view of reading's
reliance on basal manuals did
(Zumwalt, 1988; Jackson, 1986; Durkin,
1978-79). The daily demands of the
classroom invite routinization (Jackson,
1986; Duffy, 1982), but the new view of
reading will not fit into routines.
Current trends in policy attempt to
define the teaching as delivering information and learning as receiving
information to produce high test scores
(Zunwalt, 1988). The lack of a
prescription to tell a teacher what to do,
the daily classroom demands, and the
press to continue teaching testable skills
combine to make teaching reading more
uncertain than ever before. The principal must be aware that teachers are
facing uncertainty and enable them to
live with it as comfortably as possible.
This might happen as teachers begin to
have time to share with each other and
as norms of collegiality and experimentation are developed in the
building. Working with other teachers
on mutual concerns helps ease the pain
of uncertainty. Teaching practice does
not lend itself to easy answers and
teachers need help in accepting
uncertainty as part of their role.

The Nature of Teaching
As A Practice
Many scholars have written about
the nature of teaching practice and the
uncertainty that accompanies it

Individual Teachers
The classroom teacher is
ultimately the one who will decide
what type of reading instruction the
students receive. Therefore, not only
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must the principal work hard to build
community support, establish a climate
for growth, and provide support and
resources for teachers, but he/ she must
also consider ways to help individual
teachers grow in knowledge and confidence. Changing teaching practice is
risky for teachers because they are the
ones who bear the brunt of criticism for
failed innovations (Czajkowski &
Patterson, 1980). There seems little hope
for change if individual teachers lack
confidence in their knowledge and their
ability to make that change. Therefore,
the principal must attend to ways that
will help teachers gain the knowledge
about the new view of reading that they
will need. The mechanisms for this
were addressed in the section on
organizational issues. I would like to
briefly outline some additional concerns
related to learning a new idea. First,
new ideas are best learned when the
learner sees how they relate to what
he/ she already knows (Pearson, et. al.,
1989; Garner, 1989). The principal is in
the position to provide data about the
school's strengths and weaknesses and
to help teachers begin to surface their
ideas about reading instructions and
how those ideas relate to data about the
school (Van Note-Chism, 1985). Such
data might include the number of
children referred for remedial or special
education services, the number of
children suggested for retention, or the
number of children who choose to read
books for recreation when given a
choice. It might also include the new
MEAP scores which will identify
whether children's success or failure
was linked to attitudes, knowledge of
reading strategies, or familiarity with
the topic, as well as whether children
are having difficulty with narrative or
expository text. As teachers consider
the data and discuss its implications,
their views of reading and reading

instruction will surface. Once their
views are made explicit, they will be
able to examine those views collectively
and to discuss what those views mean
for student learning. The principal will
also need to take a stand on what
reading is, what needs to be included in
reading instruction, and why, in order
to help teachers sort out what their
reading programs should include
(Duffy & Roehler, 1989).
A last area for principals to
consider is building feelings of selfefficacy in their teachers. Duffy (1982)
defines teacher efficacy as "the teacher's
perception of his/her ability to be successful
and the level of effort and persistence
exhibited as a result" (p. 369). Teachers
will begin to feel more confident in their
abilities as they change their perceptions of a teacher from "one who
knows" to "one who continues learning"
(Marsh & McLaughlin, 1979; Zumwalt,
1988; Harvard Education Letter, 1986,
July). As teachers learn from their
practice by reflecting and discussing
ideas with others, they will be able to
see that their own ideas have worth
(DiSchino, 1985). They will begin to
have confidence and to see themselves
as experts with valuable knowledge to
share (Marshall, 1988). This new
confidence should build the desire and
the commitment to improve their own
teaching practice as well as to help
others who are similarly engaged. This
feeling of commitment to try something
new is a necessary component for
teachers to make changes in their
practice (Pearson, 1984). Principals can
begin helping teachers develop
confidence by encouraging their input
on decisions, giving positive feedback
for efforts to try new ideas, and giving
support and aid when new ideas do not
work as intended. Basically, the
principal can increase teacher efficacy
by treating teachers as though they are
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intelligent, thinking individuals with
valuable ideas to share with others. This
communicated belief in teachers will
have a significant effect in helping
teachers to respond as confident,
knowledgeable professionals capable of
improving their own reading instructional practice.

Conclusion
The new MEAP can signal the
beginning of the "best of times, the age of
wisdom" where both teachers and
students are treated as thinking,
intelligent human beings. It can signal
that reading is not merely receiving
someone else's ideas, but it is integrating the ideas of others with one's
own views to expand or change those
views. It can place equal value on
various reading purposes, rather than
on just finding the correct answers to
someone else's questions. It can move
teachers into a position of greater
knowledge about reading and how one
learns to read and can give them
confidence to act on that knowledge,
rather than to blindly follow the
prescriptions of others. The potential is
there for significant and positive
change. However, change is never easy;
it seldom happens without bumps and
bruises for those involved. The building
principal is in the position to influence
the direction of the changes by actively
building community support for the
teachers and their decisions, by
organizing the building resources and
schedules to support the teachers, by
working for a climate that encourages
sharing ideas and decisions, by aiding
teachers as they deal with the increased
uncertainties brought by the changes,
and by helping individual teachers
grow in knowledge and confidence. In
these ways, the principal can help
teachers understand and implement the

view of reading suggested by the new
MEAP.
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